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The Development of
Soviet Military Power:
Trends Since 1965 and
Prospects for the 1980s

Key Judgments The Soviet military buildup during the Brezhnev era has emphasized
balanced development of all forces and increased use of military instruments
, for political ends. Since the mid-1960s the Soviets have:

* Increased the number of their intercontinental nuclear delivery vehicles
nearly sixfold, overturning US quantitative superiority, improving their
capabilities to fight a nuclear war, and giving the USSR an assured
nuclear retaliation capability. Their number and accuracy make these
weapons a major threat to US land-based missiles. '

Maintained the world’s largest forces for strategic defense and a civil
defense program to protect the political leaders and most of the essential
work force. (Even so, they cannot prevent devastation by a US retaliatory
strike.)

S

* More than tripled the size of their battlefield nuclear forces, reducing the
credibility of NATO’s nuclear weapons as a counterweight to the Warsaw
Pact’s larger conventional forces.

* More than doubled the artillery firepower of their divisions, increased
ninefold the weight of ordnance that tactical air forces can deliver deep in
NATO territory, and reduced the West’s qualitative lead in such key areas
as tank armor. (Many Soviet units, however, and most of the Pact units,
are still equipped with older and less capable weapons.)

* Introduced new, heavily armed surface ships, nuclear-powered sub-
marines, and naval aircraft and quadrupled the number of missile launch-
ers on ships and submarines. The Soviet Navy is a growing constraint on
Western ability to project naval power, but its forces are still vulnerable to
air and submarine attack.

* Broadened military activities in the Third World—from aid alone,
through use of Soviet forces in defensive roles and support of Cuban forces
in combat, to offensive operations by Soviet units in Afghanistan.

* Supported their buildup by nearly doubling defense spending in real terms,
more than doubling the size of the military R&D establishment, and
increasing by one-third their military manpower.
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During the 1980s the Soviets’ options for further improvement of their
military forces will be complicated by an uncertain international environ-
ment, foreign military threats, an economic slowdown, and a leadership
succession. The range of possible choices for weapon systems, however, is
largely determined by development programs already in train. We have
identified about 85 percent of the new systems that could be introduced in
the 1980s, and on the basis of this knowledge we project that:

+ Continuing improvements in the accuracy of Soviet ICBMs will further
increase the vulnerability of US fixed, land-based missile launchers. The
Soviets will preserve their strategic offensive forces’ ability to withstand a
US attack by increasing the capability of sea-based strategic weapons and
developing land-mobile systems. (Deployment of mobile systems would
complicate the US effort to monitor potential limitations on strategic
forces.)

* New strategic defense systems will increase the risk to bombers penetrat-
ing Soviet air space but will not be numerous or capable enough to counter
large-scale attacks from missiles and aircraft. Civil defenses will improve

' marginally, increasing the leaders’ protection and including more of the
. essential work force.

* Expansion and modernization of theater nuclear forces will continue, with
improvements in short- and medium-range systems based in Europe.
Unless countered by the West, this will further reduce the deterrent value
of NATO’s nuclear forces.

organizational changes that increase the units’ firepower and flexibility)
will keep pace with NATO’s modernization efforts but outstrip improve-
ments in the forces of the other Pact countries.

|

|

; * Modernization of the Soviet’s own theater air and ground forces (plus

{ * New naval weapons will reduce the vulnerability of Soviet ships and

! submarines and improve their capabilities to contest Western use of open-

! ocean areas. The USSR may deploy its first attack aircraft carrier.

: * Increases in airlift and sealift potential could give the Soviets a capability
for long-range projection of military power in the 1990s. If the trend of
increasing involvement in the Third World continues, the Soviets will use
the capability more actively.
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These future activities will not require much expansion of the forces, but if
the Soviets follow through with them (and current evidence suggests that
they intend to), they will have to increase defense spending in real terms
through the 1980s. Political strains resulting from growing economic prob-
lems could lead them to moderate the growth of spending, particularly late
in the decade. They could curtail or stretch out some weapon programs and
alter the support structure of some of their forces. (These steps would appear
risky to a Soviet military planner, but would not necessarily have much
effect on the trends outlined above or on the overall improvement in Soviet
military capabilities that we project for the next decade.)

Poorer economic conditions and a more volatile political environment in the
1980s could increase the possibility of discontinuities in military policy.
These could cause deviations on either side of our projection:

* An accelerated military effort could accompany a sharp deterioration in
East-West relations or a dissolution of Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe
and lead to a greater expansion of strategic or conventional forces than we
now expect.

* A reduced military effort might result from internal political turmoil in a
deteriorating economic situation; it would probably affect conventional
forces more heavily than strategic forces.
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The Development of
Soviet Military Power:
Trends Since 1965 and
Prospects for the 1980s

The Soviet Military Effort Under Brezhnev

For more than two decades, the USSR has been engaged in a major buildup
of its military forces. In the Khrushchev era the emphasis was on strategic
nuclear programs, but since Brezhnev came to power in 1964 there has been
an across-the-board expansion and modernization of all the Soviet forces.
Among the many factors underlying this buildup, the most basic is the
attitude of the Soviet leaders that military might is a necessary and effective
instrument of policy in an inherently unstable world. This attitude has been
embodied in and reinforced by an ambitious military doctrine that calls for
forces structured to fight and win future conflicts and by a political and
economic system that gives priority to military requirements.|:|

Taken together, these conditions have imparted a considerable momentum
to the Soviet military effort. Thus, despite changes in the international
environment, Brezhnev’s detente policy, and Strategic Arms Limitation
agreements, the overall pace of the Soviet military buildup has remained
steady during the Brezhnev years. Annual Soviet military spending has
nearly doubled in real terms and now consumes over one-eighth of GNP;
military manpower has increased by one-third to more than 5 million; !
defense research and development facilities have more than doubled in size;
and weapon production facilities have expanded by nearly 60 percent. |:|

N

The number of Soviet strategic nuclear weapons delivery vehicles has
increased from a few hundred in 1965 to about 2,500 today, overturning the
previous US quantitative superiority. (The United States has just over 2,000
delivery vehicles.) The accuracy of the newest Soviet weapons now exceeds
that of US systems, creating a major threat to US fixed, land-based missiles.
These improvements have enhanced the capability of Soviet forces to fight a
nuclear war. Moreover, by hardening their land-based missile launchers and
putting a greater number of ballistic missiles on submarines, the Soviets
have made their strategic forces so survivable that even after absorbing a US
attack they could destroy most of the US population and most US military
and economic targets in a retaliatory strike. I:I

! This figure includes about 1 million men who fulfill roles that the United States would not
consider related to national security.l:l
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Soviet planners also emphasize defense against strategic weapons, but their

defenses cannnot prevent similar devastation from a US retaliatory strike:

» The Soviets have introduced systems to detect and defend against ballistic
missiles, but technical limitations and treaty constraints render them
largely ineffective against a large-scale US missile attack.

* They have expanded and improved their air defense network (the world’s
largest), giving it a good capability against high-flying aircraft but only
limited effectiveness against low-altitude penetration.

* Defense against missile-launching submarines is poor despite its high
priority in naval planning, because the search and detection capabilities of
Soviet forces are insufficient to locate submarines in the open ocean.

+ Continuing attention to civil defense has provided protection for virtually
all political leaders, most key workers, and about 10 percent of the urban
residents; but the rest of the population would be dependent on evacuation,
and economic and military facilities are still vulnerable. |:|

The Soviets have eliminated the West’s former edge in short- and medium-
range nuclear delivery systems in Europe. The number of Soviet tactical
surface-to-surface missiles there has increased by a third, and the number of
aircraft capable of delivering nuclear weapons in Central Europe has more
than tripled. The Soviets have broken the monopoly held by NATO since the
1960s in nuclear artillery and have introduced other new tactical delivery
systems with improved ranges, accuracy, readiness, and destructive power.
They may also have nuclear landmines. With these improvements, Soviet
theater forces are now in a better position to match any NATO escalation of
a European conflict from one level of nuclear war to another, without using
long-range theater nuclear systems based in the USSR .2 Those systems have
also been improved by deployment of the SS-20 intermediate-range ballistic
missile with three independently targetable warheads and of the Backfire
bomber with improved payload and air defense penetration capabilities.

To the extent that Soviet intercontinental nuclear forces now check those of
the United States and Soviet gains in theater nuclear forces have offset those
of NATO, the balance of conventional forces in Europe has become increas-
ingly significant. In the conventional area, the Soviets expanded their

* The Soviets would hope to confine a NATO-Warsaw Pact war to European territory,
avoiding the use of systems based in the Soviet Union so as not to invite retaliatory attacks.
Nevertheless, they doubt that nuclear escalation in such a war could be held within bounds.

]
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already large ground and theater air forces during the 1965-80 period and

introduced modern systems, some of them equal or superior to those of i
NATO: }

» Total ground forces manpower increased by nearly 50 percent, while the
number of major weapons in a division increased by about a third and
artillery firepower more than doubled.

* The number, variety, and capability of air defense systems available to
tactical commanders increased rapidly, with deployment of all-weather
missile-equipped interceptor aircraft and mobile air defense missiles and
guns. i

* The latest Soviet tanks (now common to most first-line Soviet units in
Eastern Europe, but not yet widely deployed among units in the USSR)
have armor that provides good protection against the most advanced
antitank weapons.

R

* New tactical aircraft deployed in the 1970s have increased ninefold the
weight of ordnance that Soviet theater air forces could deliver against
targets in NATO’s rear areas (the Benelux countries and parts of France,
for example). More accurate bombing systems (radars, laser rangefinders,
and computers) and precision munitions have improved Soviet capabilities
against point targets and largely eliminated NATO’s rear areas as sanc-
tuaries in conventional war. D

On the other hand, the Warsaw Pact’s military potential is affected by its
political cohesion and its will to use force. Pact performance on the field of
battle would be heavily influenced by the attitudes and effectiveness of the
non-Soviet armies, which have been assigned major roles in both combat and
support. These armies are less modern than that of the USSR. More 18
important, the solidarity and enthusiasm that they would exhibit in combat

against NATO are open to serious question. |:|

The Soviets also maintain large forces opposite China. Since the late 1960s, ,, )
the number of Ground Forces divisions along the Sino-Soviet border has Ik
doubled and their total manpower has more than tripled. Expansion of

Soviet tactical aviation forces since the late 1960s has also been directed

primarily at China. |:| 8
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In the early 1960s, the Soviet Navy was a coastal defense force with limited
capabilities for operations in the open ocean, but it is being transformed into
an outward-looking force deploying heavily armed surface ships, high-speed
submarines, and advanced aircraft. The number of ships has changed little,
but the proportion of large surface combatants and nuclear-powered sub-
marines is growing. Qualitatively, Soviet naval forces remain vulnerable to
air and submarine attack; nuclear-powered submarines are noisier (and thus
easier to detect) than their Western counterparts; and capabilities for distant
combat operations—such as the landing of troops and provision of carrier-
based air support—are extremely limited. But their numerous missile-
equipped surface ships, submarines, and aircraft enable the Soviets to
control their own coastal waters and to contest the use of open-ocean areas
by the West. (D '

To support the expanded combat capabilities of their forces, the Soviets have
introduced space systems for communications, intelligence collection, navi-
gation, and other military functions. They now have an average of about 90
satellites operational at any given time, of which about 70 percent are
military and another 15 percent have both military and civilian uses. The
Soviets have also introduced new procedures and systems for controlling
military operations. These include an increase in the operational authority of
the General Staff, creation of new intermediate levels of command, in-
troduction of mobile and hardened command posts, and deployment of new
communications systems. These measures have improved the flexibility,
reliability, security, and survivability of command|

As their military power has grown at the intercontinental, theater nuclear,
and conventional levels, the Soviets have increasingly used military in-
struments to achieve political gains, especially in the Third World. Soviet
exports of military equipment to the Third World have increased rapidly
since their beginning in the mid-1950s. During 1980, some $14 billion worth
of hardware was sold to the Third World, and in 1979 nearly 15,000 Soviet
advisers were in Third World countries—more than four times as many as in
1965. Operations of naval ships outside home waters increased sixfold
between 1965 and 1970, fluctuated for several years, and increased sharply
again during 1979 and 1980. Soviet naval ships now make several hundred
visits to Third World ports each year.\:’
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Military involvement in Third World conflicts has become more active and

direct:

* In the late 1960s and early 1970s, Soviet air and air defense forces were
used in defensive roles in the Middle East.

* In the mid-to-late 1970s, Soviet logistic support transported Cuban inter-
vention forces to Angola and Ethiopia and sustained them there.

* In 1979, Soviet combat ground and air units invaded Afghanistan—the
first direct involvement of Soviet ground forces outside the Soviet Bloc.l:l

To support their growing military involvement overseas, the Soviets have
improved the ability of their forces to project power:

o * The lift capability of primary Soviet amphibious ships has more than
tripled since 1965. These ships can transport some 10,000 to 12,000 men
(but they are spread out among four fleet areas). Merchant ships, some of

which have been specifically designed to support naval operations, are also
available.

* The firepower, mobility, and air defense capabilities of the six combat-
strength airborne divisions have improved with the deployment of more
modern weapons.

* By introducing heavy transport aircraft, the Soviets have doubled their
airlift capacity (but their capabilities remain inferior to those of the United

States).|:|

The Soviets have not developed many forces specifically for overseas inva-

sion. They rely instead on general purpose forces designed principally for use
in Europe but also suitable for operations in more distant areas to which they
can deploy without opposition. Most areas of vital interest to them are close
to the USSR, however, and thus Soviet requirements for long-distance
intervention forces are less demanding than those of the United States.

Factors Affecting Future Military Programs
As the Soviet leaders formulate their defense plans for the future, they face
major external and domestic uncertainties:

* The fluid international situation dictates a prudent defense posture, and
the Soviets’ perceptions of emerging military threats argue especially for
continued qualitative improvement in forces.
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« On the other hand, to maintain even a modest rate of economic growth,
those leaders must allocate more resources to capital investment and
must improve labor productivity, in part by providing a rising standard of
living.

This dilemma could cause political tension, particularly at a time of leader-
ship transition

These uncertainties make it particularly difficult to forecast Soviet policies.
We have sufficient information on each of the factors involved, however, to
make fairly informed judgments about their probable impact on the develop-
ment of Soviet military power in the 1980s and to examine the possible
effects of discontinuities in policy.|:|

In the international arena, the Soviets are concerned by the prospect that the
United States will augment its defense effort, by China’s opening to the
West, and by the possibility that US opposition to Soviet global aspirations
will increase. They are troubled by instability on their borders—an insur-
gency in Afghanistan that they have been unable to suppress, an unpredict-
able regime in Iran whose fundamentalist Islamic ideology could spread to
Mauslim minorities in the USSR, and a major threat to Communist Party
control in Poland. They probably view the 1980s as a decade of heightened
competition, in which they will run a greater risk of military confrontation
with the United States and of actual combat with major powers.

While they see increasing tension, the leaders and planners also see foreign
nations making military efforts that threaten to undercut the strengths of
Soviet forces and exacerbate their weaknesses. These threats, as well as
deficiencies that the Soviets currently perceive in their own military ca-
pabilities, make continued pursuit of new weapon programs essential from
the perspective of the Soviet planners. They see the possible US deployment
of the M-X missile, for example, as a dual threat:

« Its survivability (from deployment on mobile launchers or in multiple
shelters) could force the Soviets to expend all of their [ICBM weapons
against the M-X alone, were they to undertake a massive counterforce
strike.

« [ts accuracy increases the risk that the United States could neutralize the
Soviets’ land-based ICBMs, which provide nearly 75 percent of the
weapons and warheads on their intercontinental nuclear delivery vehicles.
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The Soviets also consider NATO’s plan to deploy advanced ballistic and

cruise missiles in Europe as part of a US strategy to threaten Soviet ICBMs ’

and to reduce Soviet capabilities for theater war in Europc.m '
{
1
i

Many other military developments are a cause of concern to Soviet planners:

« They foresee that new Western ballistic missile submarines, with their .

greatly enlarged patrol areas, will further tax their inadequate f ’

antisubmarine capabilities. .

e They are watching China’s lengthening nuclear reach and the upgrading
i of French and British strategic forces. i

§ o They regard NATO’s programs for armor and antiarmor systems, preci- ]i; .
! sion munitions, and nuclear weapons as substantial and technologically

— challenging.

« They believe they must accelerate their efforts to compete with NATO in
tactical aircraft and air defenses.

» They are worried about the antisubmarine capabilities of the West and the
vulnerability of their ships to air and submarine attack.

» They see the widespread deployment of cruise missiles on US ships as
reducing their capabilities in ship-to-ship warfare and—if the long-range
Tomahawk cruise missile is deployed—as introducing a new strategic
threat to Soviet territory.

« Finally, instability on their borders and US plans to form a rapid deploy- ;
ment force have increased Soviet concern about military developments in ) 1
areas near the USSR j§ 14

i

As they attempt to react to the wide array of situations they perceive as
either promising or threatening, Soviet policymakers will face a far more it
constrained resources picture than in the 1960s and 1970s: Uin
!
i

» Soviet economic growth, which has been declining since the 1950s, has
slowed to a crawl in the past several years. The real average annual growth |
in GNP in 1979 and 1980 was a little over 1 percent—the worst in any '.i
two-year period since World War I1. i ; } <

. . . |
« In the 1980s, developing energy and demographic problems probably will !
hold GNP growth to an average of 2 percent or less—only half the rate at fl
which defense expenditures have been growing. '

|
|
o If military spending is allowed to follow its past trend, its share of ||
economic output could increase from about one-eighth now to over one- ‘ ‘

sixth in 1990.

g
{
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« More importantly, this increased military burden would reduce signifi-
cantly the share of the annual increment to GNP that can be distributed
among civilian claimants to ease the political tensions that arise from
competition for resources. Military programs—especially those for
nonstrategic forces—divert key resources from the production of critically
needed equipment for agriculture, industry, and transportation.

The problems of Soviet leaders in allocating resources could be further
complicated by a political succession. Soviet President Brezhnev is 74 and in
poor health, and most of his colleagues are also in their seventies, many of
them also ailing. The departure of these men could affect military policy,
but probably not immediately. The process of Soviet national security
planning and decisionmaking is highly centralized, secretive, and resistant
to fundamental change. It is strongly influenced by military and defense-
industrial organizations, represented by men who have held their positions
for many years, providing a continuity of plans and programs. Because of
this momentum, and the political clout of the men and institutions that
support defense programs, we doubt that Soviet emphasis on military power
would decrease in the early stages of a leadership successioni“:l

The attitudes of the senior leaders are another buffer against any quick
change of direction. If Brezhnev leaves the scene soon, the chances are that
he would be replaced by one of the current group, most of whom share his
general policy views. The two most likely candidates are party secretaries
Kirilenko (who has expressed views somewhat more conservative than
Brezhnev’s on national security policy) and Chernenko (who has always been
very close to Brezhnev). Eventually, of course, the interim leader will be
replaced by a younger man; but among the younger Politburo members who
appear to be candidates, most also seem to favor a continued high priority on
defense. The effect of a political transition is inherently unpredictable,
however, and we cannot exclude the possibility that major policy changes
could result,

In contrast to the imponderables of the economic and political environments,
we have a good capability to identify most future Soviet weapon systems.
The forces of the 1980s will be equipped primarily with systems already in
the field and secondarily with those now entering production or in late stages
of development. (Because it takes a decade or more to develop and test
modern weapon systems, few of those now in early stages of development
could be introduced in significant numbers in the 1980s.) We believe that we
have identified about 85 percent of the new systems likely to be introduced

XX




available development and production resources, we can postulate others. B

These identified and postulated systems, plus existing systems, will make up i .

well over 90 percent of the weapons in the field in 1990.|:| i
it

L . . !
in this decade. Knowing Soviet military requirements and the amount of ‘

Soviet Military Power in the 1980s

Taking these factors into account, we can project in broad outline the

prospects for further development of Soviet military power in the 1980s. We

have made several projections. The most detailed (our baseline projection) is

the one most consistent with currently available evidence. It assumes that

pressures in favor of continuing the current policies—pressures from exter- t
nal challenges, from the Soviets’ ambitious military doctrine, and from the

powerful institutions that support defense programs—will offset to a large !
extent any inclination toward change that might arise from the leaders’

growing economic concerns. The baseline projection allows for adjustments

to defense expenditures—oprovided they do not significantly affect military

capabilitiesD

Because changes in political and economic conditions could lead to
discontinuities in policy, we present three alternative projections: two that
require an acceleration in the growth of military spending and one that
requires an absolute reduction. We consider all of these to be less likely than
the baseline projection but present a discussion of them intended to suggest
reasonable limits to the options open to Soviet policymakers.

Baseline Projection. For our baseline projection we estimate—on the g
basis of the weapon production and development programs we have | r
identified—that the Soviets will continue their policy of balanced force i?3
development. Within the outlines of this continuity, however, we expect ! ‘I
them to increase their emphasis on strategic forces that can survive a US it
attack, on strategic defense, and (to a lesser extent) on forces for the ‘ ;
projection of Soviet power to distant areas. Manpower constraints will limit i
increases in the size of forces, but improvements will continue rapidly as new

weapons become available. Improvements in Soviet military forces will lead

to growing capabilities in many areas-—including some areas of traditional

Western strengthD il

We expect the Soviets to carry out programs aimed at maintaining or
increasing their lead over the United States in most measures of interconti- : E
nental nuclear attack capability and at upgrading their nuclear war-fighting i
capabilities. They will continue to improve the accuracy pf their ICBMs and g
I
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will develop a variety of payload options for responding to US deployment of
new ICBMs. As a result, the Soviet ICBM force—-with or without the
SALT Il Treaty—will have the theoretical potential to destroy most of the
warheads on US land-based missiles throughout the decade. This potential
will be greatest in the early 1980s, before the United States can deploy a new
ICBM. But even in that early period, US forces could conduct a massive
retaliatory strike.

To maintain survivable strategic forces in the face of a potential threat to
their own fixed, land-based missiles, we expect the Soviets to increase the
capability of their submarine-launched ballistic missiles and possibly (espe-
cially in the absence of SALT constraints) to deploy land-mobile ICBMs.
They may introduce a new strategic bomber or an aircraft to carry long-
range cruise missiles, and they may already be testing a sea-launched

strategic cruise missile.l:_l

Should strategic arms control negotiations be resumed, these weapon devel-
opments could complicate monitoring—an already difficult US intelligence
task. Land-mobile strategic weapons and cruise missiles cannot be counted
with high confidence. As a result, monitoring strategic arms control agree-

ments will be much more difficult in the 1980s than it was in the 1970s.

Air defense improvements have been identified at Soviet test ranges, and
some are now entering deployment. These include new surface-to-air mis-
siles and interceptor aircraft with radars that enable them to detect and
engage low-flying targets. These defenses could make penetration of Soviet
airspace much more difficult for large manned bombers of current types.
The small size and low flight altitudes of modern cruise missiles present a
more complicated problem, however, and we project that Soviet defenses
will be less effective against these new systems during the 1980s

The Soviets continue their antiballistic missile (ABM) programs, but the
technical difficulties of detecting, identifying, and intercepting ballistic
missiles have kept progress slow. Moreover, the deployment constraints of
the 1972 ABM Treaty severely limit the effectiveness of defenses against
missiles. (Should the Soviets abrogate the treaty, they could deploy ABM
defenses widely in the latter half of the decade.) We expect continuing Soviet
interest in antisatellite defenses and in high-technology systems for strategic
defense. Possible developments in the late 1980s could include a space-based
antisatellite laser system and a few laser air defense weapons. Continuing
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civil defense efforts will improve protection for the leaders and essential
work force, but not for the general population or for military or economic
facilities. Soviet capabilities against ballistic missile-launching submarines
will remain poor.

We project that, despite the widespread Western deployment of
counterforce weapons in the 1980s, the Soviets will maintain the capability
to destroy most of the US population and industry in a retaliatory strike.
Conversely, despite their own growing counterforce and defensive capabili-
ties, they will not in the 1980s be able to prevent a devastating retaliatory
strike by remaining Western ICBMs and air- and submarine-launched

weaponsI:I

Programs for theater nuclear weaponry will further erode NATO's nuclear
advantage in Europe unless NATO takes action to offset them. The Soviets
have programs under way to improve the accuracy and flexibility of nuclear
delivery systems at all ranges. These include the introduction of new tactical
aircraft and short-range ballistic missiles, the continuing deployment of
nuclear-capable artillery, and further improvements in the number and
quality of weapons on long-range theater nuclear delivery vehicles (missile
launchers and aircraft) based in the USSR.I:‘

Our baseline projection includes improvements in Soviet Ground Forces.
They will continue to emphasize the central role of armor; by the end of the
decade most major Soviet units (and some units of their allies) will have
tanks with advanced armor that provides good protection against current
NATO weapons. The introduction of new artillery and air defense systems,
as well as organizational changes that involve the addition of combat units
and weapons, will increase the capabilities of Soviet divisions to respond to
rapidly changing battlefield conditions. New fixed-wing ground attack
aircraft and helicopters, with increased ranges and payloads and improved
munitions, will increase the vulnerability of NATO’s installations and forces
and improve Soviet capabilities for close support of ground operations.

With these new systems, we expect Soviet theater forces to keep pace with
NATO’s modernization programs. The East European forces of the Warsaw
Pact will improve less rapidly, however, because economic constraints will
limit the amount of modern Soviet equipment they can afford to acquire and

maintain. |:|
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Soviet naval programs will continue to emphasize open-ocean forces and the
deployment of air power to sea. These programs will improve the Navy’s
capabilities to contest areas of the open ocean with the West. Ships and
submarines with a new, long-range cruise missile are being introduced to
offset Western gains in shipborne defenses. The Soviets are producing
nuclear-powered attack submarines at an increasing rate, and the subma-
rines introduced in this decade probably will be quieter (and harder to detect
and track) than current models. El

Another naval development has important implications for Soviet military
power—we have evidence of activities that probably are related to a pro-
gram for a new aircraft carrier. It could be introduced in the late 1980s and
probably would carry standard fighter or attack aircraft and be nuclear-
powered. (The Soviets have helicopter carriers and ships that carry short-
range, vertical and short takeoff and landing aircraft, but this could be their
first attack aircraft carrier.) It would improve the Navy’s air defenses
and—more importantly—it could inaugurate a capability for projection of
air power in distant areas. The USSR could not achieve a large-scale
capability in the 1980s—only one or two carriers could be available—but
this could emerge as a major theme in the 1990s and later.lfl

We expect other improvements in Soviet forces for power projection, besides
the aircraft carrier. Introduction of a new class of landing ships—if it occurs
in the 1980s—would increase the troop-lift capability of the Navy. The
Soviets are reportedly working on a large transport aircraft, similar in size to
the US C5A. If they produce such an aircraft, their airlift capabilities by
1990 could be substantially improvcd.I:I

In the 1980s, the Soviets will continue to improve their military space and
command and control systems. We expect them to place in orbit new
military space stations, to be used for intelligence purposes, and new
unmanned satellites for real-time photographic reconnaissance and the
detection of missile launches. We also expect further improvements in
command and control, with emphasis on mobile systems and on the use of

computers. ‘:I

With these new forces and capabilities, we expect the Soviets to maintain a
high level of activity in the Third World to achieve both military and
political goals. They may be willing to use their own forces more actively in
the Third World, even if the activity brings a greater risk of confrontation
with Western powers. |:|
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If the Soviets carry out the programs that we have identified, their defense
expenditures will continue to increase in real terms throughout the 1980s.
The precise rate of increase is difficult to predict. It could be as high as 4
percent a year, if no constraints are imposed by arms control agreements and
if the Soviets do not alter the support structure of their armed forces. A rate
of 4 percent would increase the military drain on the economy and the
potential for internal political problems.|:|

In an attempt to address these problems, the Soviets might try to reduce the

growth of their defense spending to, say, 2 percent or less. To accomplish this

they could:

« Cut back the current production of some systems while continuing devel-
opment of follow-ons.

« Stretch out new production programs and postpone the target dates for
force modernization.

« Attempt to improve efficiency in the military and the defense industries.

They could even take advantage of the limited financial savings that arms
control agreements would permit by deploying fewer weapons—but their
past actions suggest that they would procure forces to the limits of any such

agreements.’ I:'

If the Soviets chose to make adjustments, they could spread them out among
all of the military services, minimizing the impact on the rate of moderniza-
tion of the forces as a whole. These changes could be risky from the point of
view of the military, but might be attractive to political leaders with a
broader perspective. We believe adjustments sufficient to hold the growth in
spending down to 2 percent would not significantly alter the major judg-
ments of our baseline projection.|:|

Alternative Projections. More radical changes in Soviet military policy are
possible. Currently available evidence provides no clear indications that they
are in the offing, but the interaction of political, economic, and technological
forces in the 1980s could conceivably lead to major discontinuities.“l:l

’ Arms control agreements could also reduce uncertainty about Western military programs
and thus enable the Soviets to avoid some of the costs of hedging against uncertainty.l__l_l

* For a discussion of the circumstances that could lead to major discontinuities and the Clues
that intelligence sources could provide for identifying them, see pages 96-102. D
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One possibility is that the Soviets will reduce the level of military expend-
itures absolutely (rather than merely reducing the rate of increase). We
believe this to be unlikely in the near term. Their dim view of the interna-
tional environment would argue against such cuts, and the guidelines they
have published for their next Five-Year Plan imply continued growth in
defense spending. We have not detected any evidence that the Soviets are
considering reductions.

Nevertheless, reductions cannot be excluded as a long-run possibility; and,
as one alternative projection, we have examined the consequences of a cut in
defense expenditures. We believe that to reduce expenditure levels in real
terms the Soviets would have to alter the roles and missions of some of their
armed forces. They probably would spread the cuts among all the military
services—making them somewhat deeper in general purpose forces, espe-
cially ground forces. General purpose forces are larger than strategic forces
and they take up more of the defense budget and use more of the energy,
manpower, and key material resources needed by the civilian economy.
Production of general purpose weapon systems competes directly with
production of equipment for transportation, agriculture, and manufactur-
ing. (The resources devoted to production of strategic weapons, on the other
hand, are more specialized and less readily transferable to important civilian

uses.)I:I

Another alternative projection considers the possibility that the Soviets will
increase defense spending more rapidly than in the past, to support a
stepped-up military competition. This effort (focused on either strategic or
conventional forces) could expand the forces and improve capabilities more
rapidly than is forecast in our baseline projection. The range of program
options is broad enough to permit a major increase in defense spending, and
Soviet military-industrial capacity is large enough to sustain it. Such an
increase would affect the distribution of economic resources significantly,
however (especially if it were in conventional forces), and its political
consequences could be extremely serious:
» The Soviets’ ability to increase investment resources critical to long-term
economic growth would be reduced substantially.
* Per capita consumption might decline in real terms late in the decade.
» Key sectors of the economy would be disruptedD

We do not know at what point the Soviets would find an increased defense
burden to be unacceptable. This would depend on the international environ-
ment and the outlook of the leaders in power. Judging by their past behavior,
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we believe that they would prefer, if possible, to keep defense expenditures

within their current growth rate, while still pursuing their military goals. :

» The Soviets probably will seek to constrain US programs and to reduce 1B
their uncertainty about future US capabilities by urging further arms
control negotiations.

* They will also attempt, through propaganda and diplomacy. to undermine ‘
Western cohesiveness on security issues and to slow the pace of West -
European defense programs.

The Soviets’ incentives for such actions will increase as their economic
growth slows in the 1980s. But Soviet leaders place a high premium on
military power and will not, for economic reasons alone, accept constraints g
on defense programs that they consider vital to their interest. ]

S

This report is based on a major interdisciplinary research effort carried out
by the National Foreign Assessment Center during the 1979-80 period. It g
surveys the development of Soviet military power in the Brezhnev era—a gi
period of relative economic prosperity and political stability—and outlines »l
its probable evolution in the 1980s, when declining economic growth, a i
leadership succession, and a complex international environment will pose l
t
{
i
!
§
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Background and Structure of This Report El .

difficult choices for Soviet political and military leaders. To improve our
understanding of these choices, more than 40 individual research projects v
were undertaken by the Offices of Central Reference, Economic Research, } :
Imagery Analysis, Political Analysis, Scientific and Weapons Research, and I
Strategic Research. The judgments in this paper are based primarily on the 3
results of those projects, J {

Beginning with a discussion of the Soviet military buildup under Brezhnev
and of the factors underlying it, the paper then discusses the forces that will 1
affect Soviet power and policies in the 1980s. These ideas underlie our 3'
baseline projection for the period through 1990 (page 73). Finally, several )E .
alternative courses of action that the Soviets could follow are outlined, as i :
well as the conditions and constraints that bear on Soviet behavior and the E
clues that could alert us to changes in Soviet military policy.l:l
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The Development of

Soviet Military Power:
Trends Since 1965 and
Prospects for the 1980s

Soviet Military Power
in the Brezhnev Era

The Foundation of Power: Trends in Military Policy
and Doctrine

Khrushchev’s Legacy

When Brezhnev and his colleagues took power in late
1964, they inherited a military and defense-industrial
establishment that in many respects bore Khrushchev’s
personal stamp. Khrushchev had restructured the
Soviet armed forces—against the advice of many mili-
tary professionals—in e mid-1950s. He slashed
conventional forces and expanded the research and
development (R&D) establishment. He focused his ef-
forts on missiles and nuclear weapons—giving respon-
sibility for development of the missile industry to
Brezhnev—and created the Soviet aerospace industry
as we know it today. D

Soviet military doctrine of the Khrushchev period held
that a future war would be a short, decisive conflict
that would escalate almost immediately to theaterwide
and intercontinental nuclear strikes. In support of
these doctrinal notions, Khrushchev emphasized
offensive missiles and strategic defense forces and
downplayed the importance of intercontinental bomb-
ers, large standing armies, and conventional air and
naval forces. In the late 1950s he reduced the defense
budget, in large part by cutting back the size of the
general purpose forces. The smaller forces that re-
mained were to be reequipped with missiles and other
systems that would enable them to operate in a nuclear
environment. Military expenditures began to rise by
1960, driven primarily by increases in the amount of
resources devoted to the development and production
of missile and space systems.

In the early 1960s a series of events reawakened Soviet
interest in more balanced military forces and gave a
further impetus to defense spending:

Sec[t

» The Berlin crisis and the Cuban missile crisis

strengthened Soviet resolve to shake off strategic
inferiority and led to an intensification of the effort
on intercontinental nuclear forces.

« Political relations with China worsened.

« NATO began to exercise a doctrine of “flexible

response,” which would involve a period of
nonnuclear war. This obliged Soviet planners to re-
consider their tenet that war would begin with a
decisive nuclear exchange, and to plan for conven-
tional operations as well. It also provided a rationale
for improvement of the conventional forces that
Khrushchev had downgraded. ()

Military Policy in the Brezhnev Years

The forces for nuclear war that Khrushchev had em-
phasized were not well suited to meet these varied
demands. As Khrushchev’s power waned, the military
leaders reasserted their views and pressed for more
balanced force development. By the time of his ouster,
a consensus was emerging on a policy of across-the-
board expansion and modernization of all the military
forces. The new leaders reversed the reductions in
ground and theater air forces and approved develop-
ment programs for new tactical aircraft, naval ships,
and ground force weapons, all of which would be
suitable for operations in both conventional and nu-
clear war. During the late 1960s they initiated a major
buildup of forces opposite China. And at the same time
they maintained the vigorous development and deploy-
ment programs for strategic nuclear forces that
marked the USSR’s emergence as a superpower.|:|
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Organization of the Soviet Military Establishment

Since 1960, Soviet military forces have been organized
into five services:

o The Ground Forces are responsible for land combat
missions.

e The Air Forces are made up of Frontal (tactical)
Aviation, which operates theater air defense and
ground attack aircraft, including attack and support
helicopters; Long Range Aviation, which is responsi-
ble for bombing missions against both
intercontinental and peripheral targets; and Mili-
tary Transport Aviation, which is charged with
transporting troops and materiel.

The Navy has a force of ballistic missile submarines
for intercontinental attack, general purpose naval
forces intended to control waters near the USSR and
to deny to enemy navies the use of other ocean areas,
coastal defense forces to protect ports and harbors,
and a small force of Naval Infantry trained for
amphibious operations.

e The Strategic Rocket Forces operate land-based
ballistic missiles of intercontinental range and also
long-range nuclear missiles for attacking targets on
the periphery of the USSR.

e The National Air Defense Forces are responsible for
defense against air and missile attack and operate
many of the Soviet Union’s space systems.

The activities of these services are planned and di-
rected by a General Staff and supported by the admin-
istrative apparatus of the Ministry of Defense. The
military establishment also includes construction and
transportation units, as well as a large force of border
guards and internal security troops.

]
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Khrushchev’s successors continued to pursue a bal-
anced force development policy through the 1970s.
They not only maintained the momentum of strategic
force improvements but increasingly concerned them-
sclves with more complex and demanding scenarios for
employment of their military power. Thesc have
evolved into a set of concepts—codified in Soviet mili-
tary doctrine—that calls for forces structured to fight
at any level, from a limited conventional conflict to
protracted nuclear war.D

By the mid-1960s. Soviet theater warfare doctrine
envisioned a period of conventional conflict preceding
nuclear war. The principal task of Soviet forces in the
conventional period is to destroy or disrupt the enemy’s
nuclear forces—the Soviet tactical air force is to attack
airfields, theater nuclear delivery systems, and nuclear
weapon storage sites, and the naval forces are to attack
enemy aircraft carriers and missile-launching sub-
marines. The doctrine does not specify the length of the
conventional period, and Soviet planners acknowledge
that it could last for weeks, but they still consider
eventual escalation to nuclear war to be likely. They
apparently believe that they must plan for a war on two
fronts, with Soviet and allied forces engaging both
NATO and China simultaneously. They also have
given increasing attention in their military theory to
“local wars” that are limited in area and in the scale of
conflict.

The Soviets doubt that escalation can be controlled
after either side crosses the nuclear threshold by using
any nuclear weapon. They apparently intend to pre-
empt, by striking first and heavily, if they discern that
NATO is about to resort to massive use of nuclear

1.1 al 1

weapons in the theater. }* m

Doctrine for the use of intercontinental attack forces
has also become more flexible. Before the mid-1960s
the Soviets visualized using their ICBMs in a single,
massed preemptive strike or—if the enemy struck
first—in a single retaliatory strike with their remain-
ing forces. (They hoped to have strategic warning of
US preparations, which would enable them to preempt
a US strike.) In the late 1960s the Soviets began to
examine other employment requirements. One, for

2




The Dimensions of Soviet Military Power:

Status of Forces, End 1980

Strategic Attack Forces »

General Purpose Naval Forces

ICBM launchers [, 4160t Aircraft carriers 2
SLBM launchers ¢ 950 Cruisers 37
Long-range bombers ¢ 145 Destroyers 63
Total delivery vehicles 2,511 Frigates 3,000 tons or over 29
Strategic Defense Forces Total major surface 131
Ballistic missile early warning radars 9 combatants
ABM launchers 32 Frigates under 3,000 tons 149
Air defense radars 7.375 Diesel-powered submarines 183
Air defense fighters 2,580 Cruise missile 21
Surface-to-air missile launchers 9,464 Torpedo attack 162
Ground Forces Nuclear-powered submarines 100
Total manpower . 1,700,000 Cruise missile 48
Tanks 48.000 ¢ Torpedo attack 52
Armored personnel carriers 43,000 ¢ Total general purpose 283
Divisions 184 submarines
Artillery pieces 24,000 ¢ Po.nier Projection Forc.es -
Tactical surface-to-air missile launchers 3,000 ¢ i\;fz:::st;gt'srransport Aviation heavy 190
Tactical Air Forces Airborne divisions 7i
Frontal Aviation fighter-interceptor aircraft 1,980 Total personnel 38,000
;:?::;?i Aviation fixed-wing ground attack 2,115 Large amphibious ships 84
Frontal Aviation reconnaissance aircraft 705 Naval Infantry units gJ:ilgThegtii;?oi] under-
Attack helicopters 670 Total personnel 12.000
T af'tical Nuclear F or.ces - . Military-Economic Resources
:;zlgz:);-zapable tactical aircraft in Frontal 3,990 Defense spending 12 to 14 percent of GNP
g:c:;r}lirl:orces tactical missile and rocket 1,328 ll);)glloar cost of defense activities in g(lz;/;:illt:?gnh(elr9t7h9agri§§s‘))£5[(-)
lays in 1980)
Nuclear-capable artillery pieces 516 Total military manpower 5,200,000 ;
Total delivery vehicles 5,834
Peripheral Attack Forces
MRBM and IRBM launchers 589
Peripheral SLBM launchers h 39
Blinder and Badger bombers 614
Backfire bombers 69
Total delivery vehicles 1,311

a All forces, including those undergoing conversion.

¢ Excludes some 21,000 short-range hand-held SAM launchers.

b [ncludes 18 SS-9 launchers at a test range that are considered to be & Includes all aircraft technically capable of delivering nuclear

part of the operational force. weapons, even though some aircrews are not trained for that mission.
¢ Includes only submarines and launch tubes counted under the b {nctudes SS-N-5 launchers on older submarines, both nuclear and
Strategic Arms Limitation Interim Agreement. diesel powered. Other launchers may also have a peripheral mission.
d Excludes aircraft configured as tankers, reconnaissance, or ASW i Includes one training division.

platforms and aircraft at test facilities. i Includes internal security, construction, and transportation troops.
¢ Excludes equipment in storage; artillery figure excludes mortars.
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example (based on recognition that they could not be
sure of receiving strategic warning), is the launch of
missiles on receipt of warning that an enemy attack is
actually under way. Other options envisage variations
of protracted nuclear conflict, lasting up to several
weeks. Under all of these options, the Soviets stress the
requirement to limit damage to themselves by under-
taking counterforce strikes against the enemy’s strate-

gic weapons for attacking the USSR.|:|

To meet this ambitious range of options and to respond
to the threats that they perceive from China and the
West, the current Soviet leaders have maintained a
broadly based and costly military program over more
than a decade and a half. This program has markedly
increased the number and sophistication of Soviet
weapons and the capabilities of Soviet forces to execute
their military missions. (See table on page 3 for the
major Soviet holdings and appendix C, page 127, for
the characteristics of major Soviet weapons.)l:l

Soviet military forces now exceed those of the United
States in manpower and most types of weapons and
equipment, and the costs of Soviet defense activities
are larger than US defense spending. Moreover, the
quality of the Soviets’ new weapons has improved.
Their newest ICBMs, for example, are more accurate
than those of the United States, and their latest tanks
are protected by advanced armor more effective than
that of most Western tanks. As the Soviets have ex-
panded and modernized their military forces, they
have increasingly used military instruments in pursu-
ing foreign policy goals. |:|

The Evolution of Power: Trends in Military Forces

Strategic Attack Forces

The principal developments in Soviet strategic
(intercontinental) attack capabilities have been the
overturning of US quantitative superiority in
intercontinental delivery vehicles,® the emergence of a
preemptive threat to US fixed, land-based missiles,
and the improved ability of Soviet forces to survive an
attack and deliver retaliatory strikes. An intense and
costly effort has brought the Soviets to a strategic

* The Soviets also maintain large missile and air forces based in the
USSR and intended for nuclear attacks against targets in Eurasia.
These are sometimes referred to as “peripheral strategic forces™ or
*“long-range theater nuclear forces.” In this paper we discuss them
under the heading of theater nuclear forces.l:l

Sdcret

posture that is at least equal (and by some measures

superior) to that of the United States. Soviet strategic

forces today:

» Have about 25 percent more delivery vehicles (mis-
sile launchers and bombers) than US strategic forces
have, but about 30 percent fewer weapons (warheads
and bombs).

+ Have some 40 percent more equivalent megatonnage
(a measure of capability against soft targets like
cities) than do US forces.

» Have surpassed the US forces in certain key tech-

nological characteristics, especially the accuracy of

the newest ICBMs.

Have deployed twice the destructive potential needed

to level the US urban area. (US forces could destroy

the Soviets’ smaller urban area three times over.)

+ Have more weapons capable of attacking hard tar-
gets (accurate and powerful enough to damage a
missile silo, for example) than the US has silos.

* Have the theoretical capability to destroy 60 to 75

I_ilcent of the US ICBM force in a first strike. ]

This improvement in the Soviet strategic posture re-
sulted from an increase up to the early 1970s in the
number of deployed strategic nuclear delivery vehicles
and rapid improvement after that in their characteris-
tics. The number of individual weapons carried by the
delivery vehicles in the Soviet intercontinental nuclear
arsenal has increased from a few hundred in 1965 to
nearly 6,000 today. The area of soft targets that these
weapons could destroy has increased fourfold. The
Soviets’ capability to attack hard targets, which is
determined by the warheads on their newer ICBMs,
has increased sharply since the late 1970s. D

ICBMs are the mainstay of the Soviet intercontinental
attack force, accounting for more than half of the
delivery vehicles and three-fourths of the nuclear war-
heads. In the mid-1960s the ICBM force consisted of
about 225 SS-7 and SS-8 missiles, many at above-
ground launch sites that were highly vulnerable to
attack. Between 1966 and 1972, about 1,400 launchers
were added for the SS-9, SS-11, and SS-13
missiles—systems that were more accurate and had
shorter reaction times than their predecessors and were
deployed in hardened silos that protected them better
against enemy strikes. I:I
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capabilities that yield and number of weapons provide against soft area E SLBMs s
targets. Expressed in equivalent megatons, the area of lethal effect of a Bombers 5

weapon is equal to weapon yield raised to the two-thirds power if less than
one megaton or to the square root of the yield if greater than one megaton.
© Soviet hard target weapons are defined as those that have a damage
expectancy of at least 50 percent resulting from two-on-one targeting of
silos 7one-on-one targeting of M-X shelters.
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Accuracy of Intercontinental Missiles:
Trends and Implications

The accuracy with which a nuclear warhead can be Accuracy of Current US and Soviet ICBMS
delivered is the most important determinant of its
capability to destroy a hardened target like a missile-
launching silo. One of the Soviets’ principal goals in
modernizing their intercontinental attack force has

been to improve the accuracy of their ICBMs and thus  Missile Year Accuracy
their potential for destroying US ICBM launchers. Operational (Meters)®
New Soviet ICBMs are more accurate, and some of us
the newest are more accurate than the most advanced ~ Titan Il 1963 |
US ICBMs. Minuteman 11 1966 B
Minuteman III 1970 |
The proliferation of highly accurate intercontinental ~ Soviet L
nuclear weapons has increased the vulnerability of SS-11 Mod 1 1966 -
fixed, land-based weapons. Calculations of the theo- ~ SS-11Mod2 1973 -
retical capability of the Soviet ICBM force, using two ~ SS-11 Mod 3 1973 -
weapons against each silo, show that some 60 to 75 S§S-13 Mod 1 1969 .
percent of US ICBM launchers could be destroyed ina ~ SS:13 Mod 2 1972 L
Soviet first strike. SS-17 Mod 1 1975 L
SS-17 Mod 2 1977 |
Both the United States and the USSR have tried to SS-17 Mod 3 1979 L
make their ICBM forces more survivable—at first by ~ SS:18 Mod | 1974 -
hardening the launchers, and then, as increasing SS-18 Mod 2 1976 L
weapon accuracy undermined these efforts, by consid- ~ SS:18 Mod 3 1976 L
ering mobile basing. The Soviets developed a mobile ~ SS-18 Mod 4 1979 -
ICBM, the SS-16, but did not deploy it, and they have ~SS:19Mod 1 1975 |
fielded a mobile missile of intermediate range, the SS- ~ SS:19 Mod 2 1977 __
20. The United States is studying mobile basing op- SS-19 Mod 3 1979

tions for the M-X ICBM system, which is currently in *® Accuracy is measured by circular error probable (CEP;). hich
: ; . . This is the radius of a circle, centered on the target, within whic

the engineering dev?lop ment st a.ge. Mobile basmg 50 percent of the warheads are expected to fall.

schemes can complicate the verification of compliance

with arms control agreements.

The US-USSR Interim Agreement of 1972 prohibited The newer missiles carry multiple independently

the construction of new launchers and required the targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs), so that the force
Soviets to dismantle existing ICBM launchers in com-  can attack more targets even though it has fewer
pensation when they deployed launchers for ballistic launchers than it had in 1972. The silos for the SS-17,
missiles on new submarines. Modernization of the SS-18, and SS-19 are considerably more resistant to
land-based ICBM force continued, however, as the attack than those for the SS-9 and SS-11 they re-
Soviets deployed new versions of the SS-11 and, more  placed. (They are also harder than US missile silos.)
importantly, equipped more than 750 launchers with Finally, the latest versions of the SS-18 and SS-19 are
the latest generation of [CBMs—the SS-17, SS-18, more accurate than the most advanced US ICBMs.l:l
and SS-19. This improved the force in several ways.
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Launcher for the SS-18 Heavy ICBM

The SS-18 was first deployed in 1974. Four modifications of the
missile are operational, two with single reentry vehicles and two
with eight or 10 independently targetable reentry vehicles. Like all
other current Soviet ICBMs, the SS-18 is deployed in silo launch-
ers. Because these launchers are fixed, take months to construct,
and have a number of supporting facilities, we can count the current
numbers of ICBM launchers with high confidence.

The Soviets have also increased the size of their strate-
gic force at sea. In the mid-1960s their submarine-
launched ballistic missile (SLBM) force consisted pri-
marily of G- and H-class submarines, each of which
carried three missiles. The missiles’ ranges were so
short that the submarines would have to come close to
the US coast (risking detection) before launching. The
force was expanded and modernized, beginning in
1968, with deployment of the Y-class nuclear-powered
ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), which carry 16
SS-N-6 missiles. The range of the missiles permitted
the Y-class submarines to cover targets from the open

ocean.l:l

The Y-class program was followed in 1973 by in-
troduction of the D-class, which carries 12 or 16
launchers for long-range SS-N-8 or SS-N-18 missiles.
These missiles—which now make up nearly half of the
launchers in the SLBM force—enable the launching
submarine to attack targets in the United States while
operating in or near Soviet-controlled waters. The
SS-N-18, introduced in 1978, is the first Soviet SLBM

with M[RVsAl:I

In contrast to the strategic missile forces, the Soviet

intercontinental bomber force has declined slightly in
size since the mid-1960s. It now consists of about 145
Bear and Bison aircraft—both types introduced in the

mid-19SOsD
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Coverage of Soviet Ballistic Missile Early Warning and Battle Management Radars

Mishelevka ,

(> Estimated coverage for detection and tracking of new phased-array
radars under construction

[L_] Coverage for detection and tracking of present early warning radars

1] Cover;age for battle management of current radars in Moscow ABM
system

O  Estimated coverage for battle management of new large ABM radar
under construction at Moscow
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Hen House Ballistic Missile
Early Warning Radar

There are nine of these radars at six locations on the periphery of

the USSR. They can provide 10 10 15 minutes warning of an ICBM
attack on Moscow.

Strategic Defense Forces

The Soviets have complemented their forces for strate-
gic attack with a strong defensive effort designed to
reduce damage from an enemy strategic attack. They
have developed systems that can detect and destroy
incoming intercontinental missiles and satellites in or-
bit and have tried to devise defenses against missile-
launching submarines. The Soviets have also continued
to emphasize measures, familiar from World War I1,

for shooting down enemy bombers and protecting civil-
ians. But despite the high priority of these strategic
defense forces, they would be unable to prevent dev-
astation of the USSR from a US nuclear strike.l:l

Soviet programs for the detection of a ballistic missile
attack were initiated in the mid-1950s, and the first
ballistic missile early warning (BMEW) radars became
operational in the mid-1960s. The Soviets now have a
network of nine BMEW radars, which detect and track
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approaching missile weapons, and they are construct-
ing four new radars that will improve and expand
current coverage. They have also constructed three
over-the-horizon (OTH) radars, two of which are fo-
cused on US missile complexes. Development of a
satellite system for detecting missile launches started
in the early 1960s. Despite difficulties,:}atellites
are now operational, providing continuous coverage of

Trends in Soviet Strategic Air Defense Forces

Strategic Defense Surface-to-Air Missile Launchers

Launchers

US ICBM fields |

As a result of these programs, the Soviets now can
receive some 15 to 30 minutes’ warning of a US ICBM
attack, depending on the performance of the OTH
radars and of the satellite system. They probably con-
sider this insufficient and are working to improve their
launch-detection satellite system. They evidently in-
tend to develop a._—jsatellite network, which will

provide more dependable coverage. |

In addition to measures for detection, the Soviets have
deployed around Moscow a limited antiballistic missile
(ABM) defense. This system, which became oper-
ational in the late 1960s, consisted until mid-1979 of
64 aboveground launchers for antiballistic missiles,
engagement radars to direct the missiles to their tar-
gets, and two battle management radars to assist
commanders in assessing and controlling the combat
situation. The battle management radars currently do
not cover all of the sectors from which attacks could
approach. The system’s capabilities to counter a large-
scale missile attack are poor—besides covering only a
limited area, it must intercept missiles outside the
atmosphere, where it is difficult to distinguish war-
heads from decoys and other objects. |:|

The ABM Treaty of 1972 and the related Protocol of
1974 limited Soviet deployment to six ABM radar
complexes and 100 launchers. The Soviets never de-
ployed that many, but they have continued to fund
research and development, and they apparently plan to
upgrade the Moscow ABM system. In late 1979 they
dismantled half the launchers, and recently they began
to construct silo launchers, possibly for new types of
missiles. They have also begun construction of a large
radar near Moscow that we believe is intended to
perform an ABM role—possibly battle management.

Sefet

10,000

S5 launchers i

: SA3 launchers -

1965 68 71 74 80

Another surface-to-air missile, the SA-10, became operational early
in 1981.

Strategic Defense Interceptor Aircraft

Aircraft

Aircraft equipped with

missiles and capable of
operating in all weather
conditions

71
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The Soviet strategic air defense forces consist of sur-
face-to-air missiles (SAMs) and interceptor aircraft
intended for use against enemy cruise missiles and
bombers. These forces have remained fairly stable in
size since the mid-1960s. The number of SAM launch-
ers increased in the late 1960s and early 1970s as the
Soviets introduced the long-range SA-5 and enlarged
their force of SA-3s. (The SA-3 missile has a short
range but can engage targets at lower altitudes than
the other currently deployed SAMs can.) In the mid-
to-late 1970s the number of launchers decreased, as
older sites were deactivated, and it now stands at about
9,500. Recently the Soviets began preparing to replace
SA-1, SA-2, and SA-3 launchers with the SA-10,
which is as useful as the early systems against high-
altitude targets and has potentially better capabilities

at low altitudes.l‘:l

The number of strategic interceptor aircraft declined
from the mid-1960s until the early 1970s, as the defen-
sive missile force expanded. Their capabilities im-
proved, however, as older aircraft were almost entirely
replaced with missile-equipped, all-weather aircraft.
Present Soviet air defenses would have good capabili-
ties to defend against bombers at medium and high
altitudes. They have major deficiencies in their ability
to detect, track, and engage targets at low altitudes,
but new systems now being deployed and others being
tested offer the potential for improvement.l:l

Recently the Soviets have begun to integrate the oper-
ation of strategic and tactical air defense forces. They
have large tactical air defense forces (including more
than 1,100 fighter-interceptors and about 1,800 mobile
SAM launchers) that are stationed in the USSR dur-
ing peacetime. Most of the mobile tactical SAMs have
better capabilities against low-flying targets than the

strategic SAMs do. 1:]

Soviet forces for defense against ballistic missile sub-
marines include open-ocean naval surface ships, sub-
marines, and antisubmarine warfare (ASW) aircraft.
In the late 1950s the Navy was assigned a mission of
defense against enemy missile submarines and began
development of new weapon systems to counter the US
threat. (In the mid-1960s Soviet naval officers cited
ASW as one of the principal missions of general pur-
pose naval forces.) The first forces specifically designed
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for open-ocean ASW—the Moskva-class antisub-
marine cruiser, the V-class nuclear-powered attack
submarine, and the IL-38 May aircraft—became
operational in the late 1960s, and by the early 1970s
three new classes of large antisubmarine surface ships
and a long-range ASW aircraft had been introduced.
In the mid-to-late 1970s two more ships with this
mission became operational: the Kiev-class antisub-
marine aircraft carrier and the A-class submarine (a
high-speed, deep-diving attack submarine that had
entered development in the 19505).|:|

Since the mid-1970s the frequency and complexity of
Soviet open-ocean ASW exercises have tended to in-
crease. But despite this training effort and the new
equipment, Soviet capabilities against ballistic missile
submarines remain extremely limited.l:l

The Soviets have also developed means of interfering
with or even destroying US satellite systems. They
have a nonnuclear interceptor satellite that can engage
other satellites in near-Earth orbit. The missiles of
the Moscow ABM system and some of the Soviets’
surface-to-surface ballistic missiles could be used for
direct nuclear attacks on satellites. The Soviets can use
various means of electronic interference and are test-
ing two ground-based lasers that might have
antisatellite applications.|:|

The Soviet civil defense effort is a nationwide program
under military control. Its objectives are to protect the
political leaders, the work force at key economic facili-
ties, and the general population, in that order; to
maintain the continuity of economic activity in war-
time; and to enhance the country’s capability for recov-
ery from the effects of war. The effort to protect people
has two major elements—shelter construction and

evacuation.I:I

Since the mid-1960s almost all facets of the civil
defense program have improved. Construction of blast
shelters probably increased in the late 1960s; we are
uncertain about the pace since the mid-1970s, but it
probably has leveled off. We judge that the Soviets
have enough blast shelter space for virtually all politi-
cal leaders, most of the essential work force, and over
10 percent of the urban population. They also have
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The ASW Problem

There are four basic tasks in antisubmarine oper-
ations—detection of an undersea target, identification
of the target as an enemy submarine, location of the
target, and weapon delivery. The most difficult of
these, especially against submarines operating in the
open ocean, is detection. The potential operating areas
of Western ballistic missile submarines are very
large—on the order of 3 million square nautical miles.
Measured against this requirement, the search and
detection capabilities of Soviet ASW forces are poor.

An alternative is to detect the submarines as they
leave their bases or pass through choke points and to
maintain contact until'@n attack is ordered. Because

the submarine commander can take countermeasures
if he knows he is being trailed, this tactic is best
conducted using passive sensors that do not reveal the
tracker'’s presence. Soviet submarines, however, can-
not trail US SSBNs by using passive sonars. Their
passive acoustic sensors have only a limited ability to
detect the quiet US submarines, and the Soviet sub-
marines are so much noisier that they are themselves
vulnerable to detection and countermeasures.

So far, the Soviet Navy has not achieved an adequate
capability to counter Western SSBNs, and the task
continues to have a high priority in Soviet naval
planning.

Search Capabilities of Current Soviet ASW Forces

Sensor and Platform Combination Maximum Number of Aggregate Days Required To
Search Rate Platforms Search Rate Search 3 Million
(sq. nm/hr) (ship or aircraft) (sq. nm/hr) Square Nautical
Miles
Active sonar on surface ships
3/4.5 kHz Up to 600 4 2,400 52
8/9 kHz 75 56 4,200 30
Variable-depth sonar 100 40 4,000 31
Dipping sonar on helicopters or surface ships
Grisha-class light frigate 425 38 16,150 8
Hormone helicopter 120 110a 13,200 9
Sonobuoys on fixed-wing aircraft 200 100® 20,000 6
Magnetic anomaly detector on aircraft 100 60¢ 6,000 21

a The total number of Ka-25/Hormone A helicopters deployable on
Soviet combat surface ships (with the usual mix of aircraft types in
the case of the Kiev-class ships).

b This is the approximate number of I1-38 medium-range and
Tu-142 long-range land-based ASW aircraft.

< This is the approximate number of I1L-38 aircraft.
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evacuation plans for about 90 percent of the population
in some 300 cities—a total of about 85 million

evacuees. Cl

The effectiveness of these measures in reducing casual-
ties would depend on the time available for final prep-
arations. Complete implementation of all the plans
would assure survival of most of the political leaders
and essential workers and could reduce by some 80-
100 million the immediate casualties in the aftermath
of large-scale US attack. But even with full im-
plementation, civil defense could not prevent tens of
millions of casualties and extensive damage to eco-
nomic and military facilities in the USSR [T]

Ground Forces and Tactical Air Forces

The development of Soviet theater forces since the
mid-1960s has emphasized capabilities for conven-
tional conflict. The Soviets have retained their quan-
titative advantage over the West in standing forces and
have narrowed the qualitative gap in conventional
weapons. Expansion of the Ground Forces and mod-
ernization of their equipment have increased the abil-
ity of Soviet divisions to operate as self-sustaining
units, to defend against air and antiarmor systems, and
to respond quickly to changing tactical situations. In-
creases in the numbers of fixed-wing tactical aircraft
and helicopters have improved Soviet capabilities to
conduct conventional strikes deep in the rear areas of a
combat zone and to carry out close support of ground
forces. Many Soviet ground force units still lack mod-
ern equipment, however, and the tactical air forces are
inferior in quality to NATO’s and would have dif-
ficulty in contesting for air superiority

The Soviet Ground Forces and Frontal (tactical) Avi-
ation forces were the primary beneficiaries of the Sino-
Soviet political rift and the doctrinal shift that
reemphasized the possibility of large-scale conven-
tional war. To meet these requirements, the Soviets
first expanded and then rapidly modernized their the-
ater forces. Ground Forces manpower increased by

nearly 50 percent between 1965 and 1980. The number

of men in each full-strength tank and motorized rifle
division increased by about 20 percent, to some 9,500
and 12,000, respectively. About half of the increase in
ground forces manpower resulted from a buildup along

cret

The T-72 Tank

The T-72 was introduced in 1974. It has advanced laminated armor
and a 125-mm smoothbore gun with an automatic loader.

the Sino-Soviet border, where the number of divisions
has doubled and manpower more than tripled since the
late 1960s.
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The Battlefield Air Defense Environment

One of the most rapidly changing aspects of the
modern battlefield has been the increasing number,
variety, and capability of systems that tactical
commanders have available for defense against enemy
aircraft. Soviet Ground Force commanders receive air
defense support not only from interceptor aircraft
assigned to Frontal Aviation, but also from their own
air defense units. Since the mid-1960s the Soviets
have steadily upgraded the air defense systems di-
rectly available to ground force commanders.

In the mid-1960s the only mobile air defense weapons
in ground forces divisions were short-range guns. In
the late 1960s the S A-4,a mobile long-range SAM,
was introduced at the front a2 and army levels, and
short-range man-portable and vehicle-mounted SAMs
were fielded with divisions. In the early 1970s, di-
visional air defense capabilities received a major im-
provement with widespread deployment of a mobile,
medium-range SAM, the SA-6. Each Soviet tank and
motorized rifle division now typically has 20 launch
vehicles for this system, which has a range of 25
kilometers. In the mid-1970s the Soviets began to
deploy the SA-8 mobile SAM, which operates in a
range bracket between that of the SA-6 and the short-
range SAMs. About one out of every 10 divisions has
this missile. The Soviets have fielded another short-
range missile, the SA-13, and are developing other,
more capable air defense systems.

a In Warsaw Pact terminology, a front is a joint forces command,
roughly analogous to a US Army group, consisting of ground and
air forces, combat support elements, and sometimes naval forces.

Firing Zones of Soviet Tactical Antiaircraft
Weapons
Year of deployment

1957

1950 ]

1965

Z8SU-57-2 AA gun

S$-60 AA guna

ZSU-23-4 AA gun

1967 SA-7
1968 l SA-9
1970 |[Eip SA-6
1974 § SA8
1977 ] SA-13
1967 |Eitirs SA-4b

| ! A
10 20 30 40 50 80
Kilometers from firing site

J | ]

] Weapons in divisions in the mid-1960s.

[ | Weapons in divisions in the mid-to-late 1970s.
| Weapons now being deployed to divisions.
| Weapons assigned to armies and fronts.

5 Indicates that these weapons are unsuitable for firing
at aircraft at these ranges.

8 Some divisions still have the $-60.
b There is disagreement in the Intelligence Community bver whether
the maximum range of the SA-4 is 50 or 80 kilometers.

534084 4-81 CTIA
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To support the expansion of the Ground Forces in the
late 1960s, the Soviets initially increased the produc-
tion of existing weapons—the T-62 tank, for
example—but introduced few new ones. One major
innovation in the 1960s, however, was formation of the
nucleus of a highly mobile air defense systeml:l

In the 1970s new and increasingly sophisticated weap-
ons began to enter the Ground Forces. These new

systems emphasized mobility, firepower, and surviv-

ability in nonnuclear conflict. Nearly all of the Soviet
units in Eastern Europe are equipped with these weap-
ons, but many in the USSR still have the older systems.

]

The Soviets introduced the T-64 and T-72, new tanks
that require fewer crew members than earlier tanks
and have larger caliber main guns with longer ranges
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Trends in Soviet Ground Forces

Ground Forces Manpower

Million men

Sino-Soviet border

Major Weapons in a First-Line Motorized Rifle Division

Units (all weapons) Long-range rockets

800 Antitank missile launchers

Surface-to-air missile launchers?
Antiaircraft guns

700

Armored personnel carriers

Artillery pieces

Tanksb

1980
2Excludes man-portable launchers.

In 1980, some motorized rifle divisions had 40 tanks more than the number
shown here.

Ground Forces Divisions

Units
180

————

Airborne divisions

160 Tank divisions

Motorized rifle divisions

o
o

N
Q)

[}
o

Firepower of a First-Line Motorized Rifle Division®

Metric tons
150

1965 1980

cFirepower is calculated as the weight of ordnance deliverable by
divisional artillery in a three-minute surge.
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The MIG-27 Flogger D
Ground Attack Aircraft

Flogger is the most costly Soviet military procurement program of
the last 15 years.

[ 1

and automatic loaders to increase firing rates. These
tanks have laminated armor (which is more difficult to
penetrate than an equal weight of the earlier rolled or
cast homogeneous steel) and antiradiation liners to
protect against nuclear contamination. The Soviets
also upgraded their capabilities against enemy ar-
mored forces by fielding four new antitank guided
missiles (and three modifications of earlier missiles)
with improved range, guidance, and armor-piercing

ability.‘:l

Four new Soviet self-propelled artillery systems were
introduced in the 1970s. (The United States fielded
such systems in the early 1960s.) Two of these can fire
nuclear rounds, but their principal advantages are high
rates of fire for conventional munitions, crew compart-
ments armored against conventional attack, and
mobility that enables them to accompany rapidly
advancing mechanized forces,|:|

The Soviets reorganized their Ground Forces between
the mid-1960s and the mid-1970s to improve firepower
and capabilities for combined arms operations. The

motorized rifle division of the late 1970s, for example,

17

had about one-third more major weapons than that of
the late 1960s. The added weapons had higher rates of
fire than their predecessors, for a sharp increase in the
amount of firepower that could be delivered per
minute.

In the late 1960s the Soviets also expanded their
tactical air forces, primarily those units opposite
China. In the 1970s they began a major reequipment
program, first for fighter-interceptor units and later
for fighter-bomber units. The new fighter programs
upgraded and improved the capabilities of the armed
forces to defend themselves and their facilities. The
Soviets introduced the Flogger (a new fighter-intercep-
tor with much more capable air-to-air missiles, greater
speed and range, and a more advanced system for
detecting and tracking targets) and upgraded the
Fishbed. These two aircraft now make up the entire
tactical fighter-interceptor force. The force has good
capabilities against aircraft at medium and high al-
titudes. Like the strategic air defense force, however, it
has only a limited (but improving) capability against
low-flying aircraft.|:|

Modernization of the fighter-bomber force stemmed
from the Soviets’ perception that, if a war in Europe
began with only conventional forces, one of their first
goals would be to improve the position of their forces
for an eventual nuclear exchange. Consequently, since
the late 1960s a main task of the tactical air forces in
the early phase of conflict has been to conduct a large-
scale, theaterwide, conventional air offensive aimed at
destroying NATO’s nuclear delivery vehicles and

weaponsl:|

Development programs were begun in the mid-1960s
to improve these capabilities, and the new aircraft were
fielded in the mid-1970s. These aircraft—Fencer, a
ground attack version of the Flogger, and late models
of the Fitter—have greater ranges, can carry larger
payloads, are equipped with more advanced avionics,
and are armed with more accurate and effective mu-
nitions than their predecessors. As a result of these
improvements, tactical aircraft can today deliver deep
in NATO’s rear areas about nine times as much ord-
nance as they could in the mid-1960s. ()
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Trends in Soviet Tactical Aviation Forces

Frontal Aviation Fighter Aircraft

Fighters
5,000
Aircraft designed
for both nuclear
4,000

and conventional
operations

2,000

Aircr_éft designed primarily .
“for nuclear operations " 7 !
1,000 - ; o
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Combat and Support Helicopters

Helicopters
3,000

_— Ground attack helicopters
2,500

1965 68 71 74 77 80

Payload That Soviet Tactical Aircraft Could Deliver
in Europe?

Metric tons

3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

19880

1,000

Distance (km)

3This shows the maximum weight of weapons (missiles or bombs)
deliverable in one sortie, as a function of distance. A sortie is assumed to
include all of the Soviet tactical aircraft in Central Europe.
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Soviet ground attack aircraft of the 1960s were limited
to relatively inaccurate visual bombing, but new navi-
gation and weapon delivery systems of the 1970s im-
proved the accuracy of bomb attacks. The Soviets also
began to introduce more accurate tactical air-to-sur-
face missiles. At least four are now operational: the
AS-7 and AS-10 require guidance from the launching
aircraft or another platform, but the AS-9 and AS-11
home on radar emissions from the target. The Soviets
have begun to deploy a laser-guided bomb. D

Complementing the improvements in Frontal Aviation
has been the upgrading of Long-Range Aviation’s
bomber component for peripheral attack, especially
through the introduction of the Backfire. The Backfire.
which entered development in the mid-1960s, is well
suited for the Soviet concept of conventional air oper-
ations, as well as for nuclear strikes. It has a better
capability than the earliérBadger and Blinder bomb-
ers to penetrate air defenses. |:|

Another major trend in Soviet theater air forces has
been the introduction of large numbers of combat and
support helicopters. In 1965 the theater forces’ only
rotary-wing aircraft were a few hundred support heli-
copters. The Soviets introduced their first attack heli-
copter in 1972, and by the end of 1980 they had nearly
six times as many helicopters in the forces as in 1965.
About 30 percent of these are heavily armed ground
attack helicopters. [ ]

In modernizing their theater forces, the Soviets have
also improved their capabilities to sustain combat oper-
ations. The capability of Soviet divisions to move petro-
leum, oil, and lubricants (POL) and other cargo was
enhanced by the introduction of more and newer ve-
hicles. The Soviets have extensive plans for mobilizing
their economy in the event of war, and they maintain
large stockpiles of war materiel, but we do not know
how effective these plans would be or how large the

stockpiles are.[ |

The Soviets have upgraded their electronic warfare
systems since the late 1960s, improving the capabilities
of their theater air and air defense forces to disrupt
NATO communications and sensors. To weaken
NATO’s defenses against air attack, they have de-
ployed specially equipped aircraft and have installed

19
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jamming equipment in pods on attack aircraft. To
strengthen their own defenscs, they have increased the
resistance of their air defense radars to jamming and
their capabilities to disrupt the target acquisition and
navigation radars on NATO aircraft. In the mid-1970s
the Soviets began to introduce new electronic warfare
equipment in the Ground Forces and to field additional
jamming units to support front and army commands.

1

Soviet battlefield reconnaissance was reorganized and
reequipped during the 1970s to support warfare in
Europe. (Poor reconnaissance constrained Soviet mili-
tary capabilities through the early 1970s—the range
and mobility of NATO weapon systems, particularly
the Pershing missile, far outstripped the Soviet ability
to monitor and target them.) New equipment, particu-
larly for aerial reconnaissance, was introduced to com-
plement the introduction of longer range strike systems
and to increase the capacity and speed of collection.

—

The Soviet theater forces are well equipped and trained
to operate in a chemical, biological, or radiological
environment. Many Soviet surface-to-surface missiles,
rockets, and artillery systems can be fitted with a
chemical warhead. These systems could deliver chemi-
cal agents in the combat zone, and aircraft could
deliver them against such targets as enemy nuclear
delivery systems. The Soviets have produced or are
capable of producing a range of chemical agents, but
we cannot estimate the size of possible stockpiles. We
are aware of Soviet research related to biological war-
fare, but have no evidence of a weapon program.:]

The Role of Non-Soviet Warsaw Pact Forces

Another consequence of the evolution of the doctrine
for theater war during the Brezhnev era has been a
change in the planning for initial military operations in
Central Europe. The strategy of the early 1960s called
for an initial attack primarily by Soviet forces, most of
which were to be moved forward from the Western
USSR prior to hostilities. By the end of the 1960s the
predominant Soviet plan assumed that the Warsaw
Pact allies would contribute as much as half the di-
visions necessary for initial operations against NATO;
it treated forces moved forward from the USSR as a
second echelon. This plan requires less time to prepare

%ret
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The Wartime Role of Polish Forces

Since the Soviets altered their concept for war in
Europe (in the mid-to-late 1960s), Warsaw Pact plan-
ning for war against NATO has assigned an important
role to Polish forces. These forces are expected to form
a front (army group) of some 15 divisions, which would
be responsible for operations in the northern area of
NATO's central region, as well as in Denmark.
Poland’s naval forces and “Sea Landing Division’ are
to assist the Soviet Baltic Fleet with sea control
operations and to participate in amphibious assaults.

Polish forces are also assigned the critical tasks of
operating and safeguarding the lines of communica-
tion from the USSR through Poland.

Soviet military planners must have reservations about
the reliability of Polish forces in wartime, and they
probably have contingency plans that exclude them or
assign them less critical tasks. Nevertheless, it would
be difficult for Soviet units to replace the Poles com-
pletely without endangering vital wartime objectives.
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for operations but places a heavy premium on partici-
pation by the allies—and has required that their ca-
pabilities be upgraded.

Sefet

At Soviet insistence, most of the non-Soviet Warsaw
Pact countries have been expanding or modernizing
their military forces to meet these new requirements,
though the effort has varied considerably from one to
another and over time. The manpower of non-Soviet
ground forces in Central Europe increased by about 15
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percent over the past decade, to nearly half a million
men. The Pact ground forces’ equipment mix is more
highly standardized than NATO?’s, consisting primar-
ily of Soviet weapons. The holdings of non-Soviet
armies are less modern than those of Soviet forces in
Eastern Europe, however. They are still armed prin-
cipally with the T-54 and T-55 tanks, for example,
which were introduced into Soviet forces in the 1950s.

-

In recent years, most Pact countries have acquired
some modern Soviet weapons, including T-72 tanks
and SA-6 SAMs. Czechoslovakia has a wide range of
equipment, including some modern tanks and infantry
combat vehicles, SAMs, and late-model aircraft. The
East German armed forces have new tanks and ar-
mored vehicles, air defense systems, self-propelled
artillery, naval patro! and minesweeping ships, and
Flogger aircraft. In Poland, modernization was con-
fined to the ground and air forces; troop air defense
was improved, and armor holdings were upgraded.
(Poland and Czechoslovakia also have sizable domestic
arms industries.) Hungary acquired some T-72 tanks,
new Soviet-produced SAMs, and antiaircraft guns.
Romania purchased interceptor aircraft and a few
T-72 tanks from the USSR and also stepped up
production of domestically designed weapons. In Bul-
garia there was some modernization of the air and air
defense forces, but overall the rate of introduction of
new systems was slow. |:|

Theater Nuclear Forces

Since the mid-1960s, the NATO strategy of flexible
response has posed a dilemma for Soviet planners. If
Soviet forces were successful in the conventional period
of a war, NATO planned to escalate to theater nuclear
strikes. For this purpose, NATO held a nearly 2-to-1
advantage in the number of nuclear delivery systems
based in Central Europe, as well as a qualitative edge.

[

Although the Soviets—then as now—held large num-
bers of long-range peripheral strategic delivery ve-
hicles that could offset the NATO tactical advantage,
these were based in the USSR, and Soviet planners
probably feared that their use would invite nuclear
attacks on Soviet territory. In the 1970s, therefore, the
Soviets began to expand and modernize tactical nu-
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clear forces that could be based in Central Europe.
Among the most important changes were:

* Increases in force size: the number of tactical sur-
face-to-surface missile launchers in Central Europe
increased by more than 30 percent. and the number
of aircraft capable of delivering nuclear weapons
there increased by more than 200 percent.®

* Improvements in the range and accuracy of nuclear
delivery systems and in their readiness.

* An increase in the number of nuclear weapons avail-
able to forces in Central Europe.

* The introduction of nuclear-capable artillery. (Soviet
Ground Forces units in the USSR have these guns,
but they are not yet deployed in Central Europe.

The Soviets have also been improving theater strike
forces based in the USSR with a new missile and a new
aircraft. In the Strategic Rocket Forces, they are
replacing the older SS-4 (medium-range) and SS-5
(intermediate-range) ballistic missiles with the mobile
SS-20 system. The SS-20 has three independently
targetable warheads, increasing the number of targets
that can be attacked, and its mobility makes it difficult
to locate and attack. The Soviets are also replacing the
Air Forces’ Badger and Blinder bombers with the
Backfire. This aircraft is well suited for peripheral
strikes and offers payload and penetration capabilities
better than those of its predecessors.

As the Soviets have expanded and improved their
theater nuclear forces, they have also developed new
concepts for their employment. The doctrine of the
early 1960s called for theater nuclear strikes on a
massive scale, to be delivered at the same time as
intercontinental nuclear exchanges; this was modified
in the late 1960s, as the Soviets experimented with new
targeting schemes and the possibility of limited nuclear
strikes. Soviet military doctrine became even more
flexible during the 1970s and now apparently includes
options ranging from massive, theaterwide, preemptive
strikes to delayed and limited responses to NATO

¢ This accounting includes aircraft with characteristics that make
them suitable for delivery of nuclear weapons, even though not all
aircrews are trained for that missioni“:l
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Trends in Soviet Theater Nuclear Forces®

Tactical Nuclear Delivery Vehicles

Launchers and aircraft
6,000

Artillery

5,000 Missiles and

rockets

Aircraftb

1970 75 80

Warheads on Peripheral Attack Missiles

Warheads
1,000

600

200

T L ] P A&}f?ﬁl%l#;&«[mm,.

Peripheral Strategic Delivery Vehicles

Launchers and aircraft
1,600

7400 \

4 1 . | | - Jovameeertt =t | ] s mfen T T

1965 68 71 74 77 80

On-Line Equivalent Megatonnage for Peripheral Attack’

Equivalent megatons
1,000

800 \——/\/\,

600

200

| EE R

1965 68 71 74 77 80

3Excludes ICBMs that can be used against targets in Europe and Asia.
bincludes all aircraft technically capable of delivering nuclear weapons,
even though not all of the aircrews are trained for that mission.

¢ Equivalent megatonnage is a rough measure of the theoretical capabilities
of nuclear weapons to attack soft area targets. The equivalent
megatonnage of a weapon is equal to weapon yield raised to the two-thirds
power for weapons of less than one megaton or to the square root of the
yield if greater than one megaton.

dincludes some bomber-type aircraft currently configured for
reconnaissance and electronic warfare. Excludes bombers in Naval Aviation
intended for strikes against ships at sea.
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An Operating Base for the SS-20 Mobile IRBM

. MRESHINSTIO-based missiles as the SS-18 (page 7), these mobile
missiles can be deployed to field sites for protection from enemy
attack, given sufficient warning. We estimate the number of SS-20
launchers at each base by ident{fying the buildings where the
launchers are stored when not deployed in the field. (These are
circled in the photograph.) There is uncertainty in this estimate,
because additional launchers may be dispersed to other locations.
Consequently our confidence in monitoring deployment of these
mobile missiles is lower than for fixed, silo-based missiles.

L

nuclear attacks. But the Soviets still doubt that escala-
tion to widespread nuclear war can be avoided, once

either side has used any nuclear weapon. I:I

With the recent improvements in their tactical nuclear
forces, Soviet leaders probably now consider that they
have decreased the military advantages to NATO of
using nuclear weapons and that the Alliance would be
reluctant to use them to balance its weaknesses in
conventional forces. In a military sense, the Soviets
probably see growth of their tactical nuclear forces as
reducing the credibility, and therefore the utility, of
NATO’s theater nuclear weapons as a counter to the

23

Pact’s conventional strength. In a political sense, they
probably see it as reducing the credibility of the US
contribution to European security—and therefore
potentially reducing the cohesiveness of the Alliance.

]

General Purpose Naval Forces

Fifteen years ago the Soviet Navy was primarily a
coastal defense force with limited capabilities for oper-
ation in the open ocean; now it is a major branch of the
military with heavily armed surface ships, high-speed
nuclear-powered submarines, and improved land- and
sea-based aircraft. The transformation gives the
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The Backfire Bomber

S

The Backfire was first introduced in 1974 to replace older Badger
and Blinder intermediate-range bombers. It is deployed with Long
Range Aviation for strikes against targets in Eurasia and with
Naval Aviation for attacks against ships at sea.

| I

USSR a general purpose navy with capabilities for
both conventional and nuclear war—a counter to the
previously unconstrained Western use of the seas.|:|

The number of ships in the Soviet Navy has changed
little, but the composition of the forces has changed as
older, short-range ships and submarines are retired
and replaced by larger and more capable units. The
ships remain vulnerable, however, to air and sub-
marine attack. The nuclear-powered submarines are
noisier (and thus easier to detect) than their Western
counterparts. The Navy lacks the types of sea-based
aircraft required for defending its ships from air at-
tack, so that in wartime the surface forces would be
required to stay within the range of land-based air-
craft. Moreover, the Soviet Navy’s capabilities for
sustained combat are limited.

Sefret

The number of large surface combatants (those with
displacements of 3,000 tons or more) has increased by
about 40 percent since 1965, and nearly two-thirds of
them are equipped with missiles. The general purpose
submarine force decreased in size, but nuclear-
powered units increased from one-tenth to more than
one-third of the force.” The number of naval fixed-wing
aircraft and helicopters increased rapidly, especially in
the late 1960s.[—]

The doctrinal changes of the 1960s, which recognized
the possibility of having to fight a conventional period
of war, obliged the Navy to develop more flexible
forces with greater endurance and improved surviv-
ability. These forces are expected to engage enemy
forces with conventional weapons in the open ocean,

7 Ballistic missile submarines are considered to be part of the
strategic and theater nuclear forces (see pages 7 and 22) and are not
counted here.
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Trends in Soviet General Purpose Naval Forces

Large Surface Combatants
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The figures for antisubmarine and reconnarssance aircraft include some
helicopters that can be carried on ships. All other Soviet naval aircraft,
except shipborne fighters, are land-based.

General Purpose Submarines
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Soviet Priorities in the Design of Large Surface
Combatant Ships

To meet the varied demands of the military planners,
Soviet surface combatant ship designers emphasize
large numbers of weapons and sensors and high
speeds. The number of guns, missile launch rails, and
electronic systems on Soviet cruisers, for example, has
increased with each new class introduced since the
early 1960s. Moreover, the number of weapons that
each new ship can deliver has increased even more
rapidly, because the newer units have launchers that
can be reloaded. The size of the ships has also in-
creased, but even so their maximum speeds have re-
mained high—over 30 knots.

The designers have paid more attention to these mat-
ters than to provisions for crew comfort and the ease
with which equipment can be maintained. Mainte-
nance and crew conditions, however, are factors that
limit the capabilities of Soviet ships for sustained
peacetime or wartime operations.

Weapons and Electronic Systems on Soviet
Cruisers

Units

80

S e
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Kynda Kresta-l  Kresta-ll Kara Kirov
1962 1967 1970 1972 1981

! Electronic systems—air and surface search and fire
control radars, sonars, and electronic warfare systems.

Weapons—missile launch rails, guns, and torpedo
tubes.
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survive a period of conventional war, and carry enough
nuclear weapons to conduct decisive strikes if the con-
flict escalates.[ ]

To achieve these capabilities, the Soviets emphasized
missile-carrying aircraft, surface ships, and subma-
rines, as well as balanced ASW forces also consisting
of air, surface, and undersea platforms. They con-
structed surface combatants that are heavily armed
with antisubmarine weapons (and in some cases
antiship missiles) and also carry SAMs for protection
against air attack when operating outside land-based
fighter cover. Recently the Soviets commissioned their
first nuclear-powered surface combatant, the Kirov-
class cruiser (page 28). They began to deploy aircraft
on ships: ASW helicopters on destroyers, cruisers, and
the two Moskva-class helicopter ships; and fixed-wing
aircraft on the two Kiev-class carriers. They in-
troduced the Backfire bomber into Naval Aviation,
increasing the capabilities of the force to attack targets
at greater distances and to penetrate air defenses. The
ASW and reconnaissance capabilities of the Navy
were improved by the deployment of modified versions
of the long-range Bear bomber and by the introduction
of satellite ocean surveillance systems. |:|

Submarine forces were improved by the introduction
of new nuclear-powered classes. These were faster,
deeper diving, and quieter than the first nuclear-
powered submarines but still behind Western subma-
rines in quietness and sensor capabilities. Many were
equipped with antiship or antisubmarine missiles.I:I

Power Projection Forces

The Soviet Union has improved its ability to project
military power and influence abroad, even though it
has not developed many forces specifically for that
purpose. Its capabilities for distant combat operations
are limited in comparison to those of the United States,
but are similar to those of the United Kingdom and
France. A significant limitation is that—even with
access to overseas airfields—the air forces cannot pro-
vide support for Soviet forces in many Third World

areas. |:|

The improvements have resulted primarily from the
Soviets’ procurement of general purpose forces that are
designed for use in a continental war but are also
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